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MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE, FISHERIES AND FOOD 
FOOD STANDARDS COMMITTEE 
REPORT ON SAUSAGES 



Introduction 

1. We were invited -by the Minister of Agriculture. Fisheries and Food to 
advise whether statutory standards, or some other form of compositional 
control is now needed for sausages. 

2. The composition of sausages was controlled under Defence Regulations, 
throughout the war and until March, 1953. When meat products were 
decontrolled the then Minister of Food decided not to impose standards- 
of composition in order to give the public an opportunity to buy, at com- 
potitivc prices, 3 . wi>de variety of sausages to satisfy local and personal, 
preferences. 

3. Many food and drugs authorities have continued to use the minimum levels 
of meat content previously in force (65 per cent for pork sausages and 50 
per cent for beef sausages) as the criteria for an acceptable sausage, and 
succ&ssful prosecutions h.av& 'been made on this basis. But in other localities 
this may not have been done and recent High Court cases have cast doubt 
on the status of these .limits. Thus manufacturers, particularly if distributing 
over a wide area, have been in doubt as to what level of meat content would 
prove legally acceptable. In practice many may have felt obliged to regard 
the provisions of the control Order as setting de facto limits to the kind of 
sausage they could produce. This is borne out by the evidence from samples 
analysed toy public analysts that the bulk of sausages have a meat content 
just above the control Order levels. The suggestion made by the Minister 
of Food in 1954 that traders could safeguard themselves against the risk of 
prosecution by declaring the meat content of their sausages on a label or 
ticket has not been followed up by the trade*. 

4. On the other hand, local enforcing authorities have felt some reluctance 
to institute proceedings on the meat content of sausages in view of the doubt- 
ful legal position. The prevailing uncertainty has been emphasised on more 
than one occasion by the Lord Chief Justice who has pointed out that, until 
Ministers lay down a statutory definition of what a sausage is, the question 
will continue to be disputed in the Courts. 

5. In framing our recommendations we have had regard to these experiences 
and to the situation during the control period and before the war. 

6. We have consulted some 36 organisations representative of alb branches 
of the sausage trade and local authority associations and related bodies con- 
cerned with the enforcement of food and drugs legislation in the United 
Kingdom. A list of the organisations which have given written or oral 
evidence appears in Appendix A. 

The Need for Control 

7. The local authority associations were unanimous in considering that some 
type of control over the composition of sausages was necessary in order to 
protect the consumer. The views of the trade bodies were conflicting. On 

* Further reference is made to the declaration of meat content in paragraphs 17-19. 
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the whole the large factory producers were in favour of control and the 
organisations representing the retail butcher opposed to it. It can. however, 
be said that the preponderance of evidence from the trade was in favour of 
control, particularly if account is taken of the proportion of the total trade 
■for which each type of producer is responsible. 

8. The main argument put forward by the sections of the trade opposed to 
control was that consumers should be left entirely free to choose for them- 
selves the type of sausage they wish to buy. It was argued that the sausage 
trade is highly competitive and a manufacturer who did not produce a sausage 
which was satisfactory to the consumer would soon go out of business ; 
that the public taste for sausages varied widely from one locality to another 
and even from one time to another ; and that any control over composition 
would deny to some class of consumers the type of product they preferred. 

9. Objections were also raised by those who opposed control that it would 
not achieve the desired object. The basis of control would inevitably be the 
amount of meat present; but the quality of the meat used was at least as 
important as the quantity and it was held to be impossible to control the 
quality of meat by regulation. It was contended that a statutory requirement 
as to quantity might encourage the use of low quality meat, and that it would 
in any case offer very little protection to the consumer. 

10. Regulation of the quantity of meat was itself held to be open to objection : 
it would, it was stated, be difficult for the small butcher making his own 
sausages to observe and difficult for the food and drugs authority to enforce. 
The sample taken might be unrepresentative, especially with the coarse 
sausage which was difficult to mix evenly ; and methods of estimating the 
meat content were unreliable. There might therefore be unjustifiable 
prosecutions. 

11. While we recognise the force in these arguments, we are impressed by 
the weight of the evidence that some form of control is necessary. 

12. Sausages are an important food: we understand that national expendi- 
ture on sausages is of the order of £80-90 million a year. They are eaten 
as a main meat dish. The meat content of sausages accounts for at least 
10 per cent of the total weight of carcase meat consumed. The meat in 
sausages is therefore an important source of animal protein. It contributes to 
the national diet about half as much animal protein as, for example, the total 
supplies of fish or eggs. 

13. Even so, if the consumer could readily assess the nutritional value of 
sausages, there might be no need for control. But it is impossible to do this 
by inspection before purchase and most consumers would be quite unable 
to tell by taste whether a sausage contained 40 per cent, 60 per cent or 80 
per cent meat. There is therefore scope for the consumer to be misled and a 
prima facie case for providing some protection. 

14. The case for protection is strongly reinforced by the evidence available 
that prices offer no indication of meat content. In order to keep the situation 
under review, the Minister of Food in 1954 asked food and drugs authorities 
to supply information as to the price and meat content of the pork and beef 
sausages sampled by them. The results of over 10,000 samples are 
summarised in Appendix B. We see no reason to doubt the evidence of 
these figures that there is no significant relationship between price and meat 
content. Freedom from compositional control therefore offers the public no 
assurance that sausages with lower meat content are proportionately cheaper. 
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15. We therefore consider that control is desirable to protect the consumer. 
For the reasons given in paragraph 29, the difficulty of controlling the quality 
of meat by regulation does not appear to us to be a decisive argument against 
control. Statutory regulation of the composition of sausages will provide 
food and drugs authorities with a factual basis for their enforcement duties 
and will free manufacturers who distribute their products over a wide area 
from the hazards arising from the present legal position. 

The Type of Control 

16. Most of the organisations favouring control proposed statutory minimum 
standards of composition as the most appropriate means. With minimum 
standards, the public is assured of receiving a product the composition of 
which will not fall below a reasonable value, nutritionally or otherwise, while 
manufacturers are left free to compete in meeting the requirements of their 
customers by the use of different qualities of carcase meat and by varying 
the meat content above the minimum laid down. 

17. We have considered the possibility of requiring that all sausages should 
bear a declaration of composition in terms of percentage of meat content. 
This found little support as an alternative to standards but many local 
authority associations held that a declaration of the percentage meat content 
should be required in addition to minimum standards. 

18. Compulsory labelling would enable the consumer to compare the meat 
content of different sausages in relation to the price charged, but would present 
practical difficulties. We were informed by the retail trade that the butcher 
selling a variety of sausages of different meat contents would not only have 
difficulty in specifying their exact composition, but would be particularly 
vulnerable to prosecution because of the ease with which tickets could become 
displaced or accidentally interchanged. 

19. For these reasons we are satisfied that compulsory labelling would not 
be a suitable alternative to minimum statutory standards ; nor do we 
recommend that it should be an additional requirement. 

Standards of Meat Content 

20. There was a wide measure of agreement in the representations we 
received as to the appropriate standards of meat content.' In one case a 
general limit of 50 per cent was suggested and higher limits were recom- 
mended by certain of the local authority associations, but the preponderant 
view was that there should be two standards, one of 65 per cent for pork 
sausages and one of 50 per cent for beef and other sausages. We have 
critically examined both the need for two standards and the suggested 
minimum percentages. 

21. There is evidence that before the war pork sausages generally contained 
more meat than beef sausages. This was one of the reasons why, during 
control (except for the war years when supply considerations were paramount), 
there was provision for at least two standards of meat content, higher for 
pork than for beef. It was represented to us that the pork sausage was 
traditionally the “ quality ” sausage and ought therefore to contain a higher 
proportion of meat. We think it is desirable that the customary distinction 
should be preserved. 

22. The limits of 65 per cent for pork sausages .and 50 per cent for beef 
sausages which have been widely supported were the limits in force from 
1950 until decontrol. Before that, limits had been lower because of supply 
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difficulties. Since decontrol, the meat content of sausages sampled by food 
and drugs authorities has ranged from less than 40 per cent to more than 
90 per cent but the data in Appendix B suggest that the bulk of pork sausages 
contain 65-70 per cent meat and most beef sausages 50-60 per cent. For 
the reason given in paragraph 3 it cannot be assumed that this would 
necessarily have been the case if all manufacturers had felt free to disregard 
the levels of meat content in force prior to decontrol. In addition, therefore, 
we have examined such evidence as is available as to pre-war practice. 
Though there were wide variations in meat content, it appears that pork 
sausages usually contained 60 to 75 per cent meat and beef sausages 50 to 60 
per cent. There were no standards under food and drugs legislation but a 
number of public analysts considered that an article containing less than 50 
per cent meat could not be considered a sausage, and some convictions were 
obtained against traders selling sausages with a lower meat content. 

23. We have considered whether special provision should be made for a 
sausage of low meat content in order to meet the possible criticism that a 
minimum meat content of 50 per cent would put sausages as a food out 
of the reach of some families. The evidence we received on this point both 
from the trade and enforcing authorities was against providing for a low 
meat sausage and in favour of confining the description “ sausage ” to the 
product which contained at least 50 per cent meat. Even the organisations 
which were opposed to standards took the view that an acceptable sausage 
normally contained at least 50 per cent meat. The general opinion was that 
there would be no demand for a low standard sausage and, bearing in mind 
the evidence in Appendix B which shows that a low meat content is no 
guarantee of cheapness, we consider that no provision should be made for a 
special low meat standard sausage. We recommend that the minimum 
standard of meat content for sausages made wholly or mainly with pork 
should be 65 per cent and for beef and other sausages 50 per cent. 

Types of Meat to be pennitted 

24. The last control Order, the Meat Products (No. 3) Order, 1952 No. 2257, 
specified that not less than 80 per cent of the meat content of pork sausages 
must be pork ; beef sausages included sausages the meat of which was not 
beef alone. The trade recommended to us that these limits (or in the case of 
pork sausage that not less than 50 per cent of the total weight should be pork, 
which is equivalent to 77 per cent, of the meat content) should be retained 
in any statutory standards. The local authority associations and the associa- 
tions representing public analysts considered that the description “ pork 
sausage ” should apply only where the meat content is wholly pork and, with 
one exception, that the description “ beef sausage ” should apply only where 
the meat content is wholly beef. 

25. The proposal to restrict the description “ pork sausage ” to the product 
containing only the named meat would have the merit of simplicity and 
would considerably reduce the enforcement difficulties arising from the 
identification of different types of meat. However, we are informed by the 
sausage manufacturers that the addition of small amounts of other meat — 
usually veal or beef — to pork sausages is a long standing practice in many 
areas and that at present many but not all reputable manufacturers continue 
to include some meat other than pork. The advantage claimed is that the 
superior binding qualities of the veal or beef improve the texture of the 
sausage and make it more palatable. Other considerations are also important. 
The use of other meat as a balancing factor makes it possible to maintain the 
regularity of pork sausage production despite fluctuations in the supplies of 
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pig meat and. in particular, the amount of fat in the available carcases. This 
point applies particularly to the small manufacturer and to the retail butcher 
who are not always in a position to select the type of carcase required for 
sausage making. The addition of a small amount of veal or beef to pork 
sausages does not impair their nutritive value. The majority of the Com- 
mittee accept these arguments and have come to the conclusion that the 
addition of other meat should be permitted. They recommend that the 
description “pork sausage” should be acceptable provided at least four- 
fifths of the meat content is pork. It is open to manufacturers using only 
pork to make suitable claims for their product by labelling or advertisement. 

26. The other members of the Committee do not agree with this recom- 
mendation. In their view, to label the sausage as “ pork sausage ” when as 
much as one-fifth of its meat content is meat other than pork is likely to 
mislead purchasers as to the nature or substance of the food ; if it were not 
specifically permitted, it might be held to be an offence under Section 2 or 
Section 6 of the Food and Drugs Act, 1955. Although trade witnesses clauned 
that the addition of some other meat dated back for many years and was well 
known, it appears that the practice was not universal and that pork sausages 
are on sale at present which are made from no other meat than pork. They 
therefore consider that the purchaser has an inalienable right to be told when 
this is not the case and to he supplied with the article for which he asks. 
Since food standards are prescribed primarily for the protection of the 
consumer, members of the Committee who take this view attach particular 
importance to the opinions of those whose statutory duty it is to enforce the 
Food and Drugs Act (see paragraph 24). They agree that the nutritional 
value of a sausage containing meat other than pork may be at least as high 
as that of a genuine pork sausage and that some makers may find tech- 
nological advantages in admixture with other meat, but nevertheless feel that 
these considerations should not be allowed to undermine the case for correct 
and informative labelling of this food. They would not object to the sale of 
sausages containing up to one-fifth of meat other than pork and having the 
same total meat content as pork sausages provided some alternative 
description for them was found. 

27. There is a similar difference of view over the use of the description “ beef 
sausage”. Traditionally, beef sausages have contained other meats than 
beef and butchers are accustomed to use for this purpose cuts or trimmings of 
mutton, pork fat, etc. The majority of the Committee therefore consider 
it reasonable to use the description “beef sausage” provided not less than 
four-fifths of the meat content is beef or veal. The other members would 
restrict the description to the iproduct made wholly with beef or veal and 
apply some alternative description to the product containing a limited amount 
of other meat. 

28. For the purposes of controlling the composition of sausages, we would 
define meat as bacon, ham, beef, mutton. Iamb, veal, pork, edible offals, 
poultry, game, rabbit, hare and venison. Offals which are prohibited in 
uncooked open meat products by the Offals in Meat Products Order, 1953 
No. 246* should be excluded from sausages and we recommend that this 
Order should be retained. 

Control of Meat Quality 

29. The quality of meat depends on a number of factors — the proportion of 
fat and gristle, the texture of the fiibres, the flavour, the tenderness and 

* The prohibited offals are brains, feet, fries, gut (including chitterlings) manifolds, 
paunches, udders, sweetbreads, tripe, melts or lites, spinal cord, uteri, pigs’ maws and 
calves’ veils. 
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the JSreshness of the meat. Some of these are not susceptible of statutory 
control, but to the extent that they adversely affect the quality of a meat 
product like sausages, the consumer is in a much better position to judge 
them than, for example, to judge the quantity of meat. For instance, the 
public can readiily detect the presence cl gristle in sausages and are quick 
to complain if it is present. Manufacturers are therefore at pains to remove 
as much as possible, though we are informed that in practice it is impossible 
to guarantee that the meat in sausages will be entirely free from gristle. 
Any attempt to control the amount of gristle or to regulate some of the 
other quality factors which have been mentioned would present both analysts 
and manufacturers with considerable difficulties, and because of the measure 
of control which the public are able to exercise themselves, we do not 
consider it necessary to recommend statutory requirements. We take a 
different view, however, about the proportion of fat to lean meat. 

30. Because of the importance of the protein content of Ae meat in sausages 
a minimum standard of meat content could be said to be incomplete without 
a limit to the proportion of fat in the meat. Evidence from certain public 
analysts, summarised in Appendix C. reveals a very wide range in the 
proportion of fat at present in sausages. There also appears to have been 
a tendency for the proportion of fat in sausages to increase during recent 
years. We are informed by the sausage mamffactuiers that the proportion 
of fat to lean meat varies with the type and quality of meat used ; that 
about 45 per cent of tlie meat in a good quality .pork sausage might be fat ; 
and that the sausage containing a high proportion of fat is often the most 
palatable. On the other hand, the public needs to be protected against the 
inclusion of excessive amounts of fat. With the use of phosphates, which 
enables a higher proportion of fat to be added without danger that the 
sausage wiU collapse on cooking, an unduly high proportion of fat trimmings 
might be included to the detriment of the consumer ; this greatly strengthens 
the case for controlling the fat content. 

31. The majority of enforcing authorities considered that some control of 
fat content was necessary. The trade were opposed to it and have pointed 
out the difficulties in complying with such a requirement. It was represented 
to us that if. nevertheless, limits were laid down there should be a tolerance 
because of the practical difficulties. In addition to the fat which can be 
trimmed off there is a significant amount of fat within the lean meat. The 
amount of this type of fat varies with the cut, from one per cent up to a 
maximum of 18 per cent ; thus it is claimed that even if Ae practical 
difficulties of ensuring the proper separation of the “ trimmable ” fat from 
Ae lean are overcome, it is not possible for either the large manufacturer 
or for the butcher to know exactly how much fat there will prove to be 
in his sausages on chemical analysis. A statutory limit, which has to be 
based on fat as revealed by analysis raAer than on the proportion of 
trimmaible fat used by the sausage maker, must Aerefore take account 
of Ais variable source of fat. We are informed that good commercial prac- 
tice in making sausages is to use two parts of trimmed lean meat to one 
part of fat ; if this is so a limit of 50 per cent would allow a reasonable 
margin. We therefore recommend that the amount of fat in all sausages 
should be limited to 50 per cent of the meat content. The inclusion of 
such a limit in a statutory order will safeguard the public, and the fact Aat 
nearly 90 par cent of the pork sausage samples and over 90 per cent of the 
beef sausage samples already conform to the limit suggests that it should 
be readily achieved by Ae trade. 

Other ingredients 

32. Opinion among the organisations submitting evidence was divided on 
the need for control of ingredients other than meat but the majority view 
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was that, provided substances were not detrimental to health, there was no 
need to limit the number that could ibe used. We would not wish to give 
a carte blanche to the addition of any substance to sausages but we do not 
consider that statutory control need be imposed on 'the substances known to 
be used in sausages at present. Our views are amplified in the following 
paragraphs. 

33. Bread is the traditional filling for sausage, but rusk is also widely used. 
Rice is apparently being used in some localities. We see no tJbjection to 
the use of any of these or other starchy fillers. 

34. It was represented to us by a manufacturer of soya products that soya 
should be a permitted ingredient to replace pant of the meat content of 
sausages. During the early part of the period of control the use of soya 
in sausages was prohibited hut with the acute shortage of meat the use of 
a certain proportion of soya in sausages was made compulsory ; subsequently, 
its use was permissive. While soya is unquestionably of considerible nutri- 
tional value, we do not think the public would expect to find it used in 
place of meat. There can be no objection to soya being used in the filler. 

35. Hog and sheep casings are used for sausage making, the choice largely 
depending on the number of links per lb. the manufacturer wishes to make. 
Artificial casings are also used. We see no reason why the manufacturer 
should not be -free to use whichever type of casing is required. 

36. We understand that artificial colour is often used in sausages to obtain 
a uniform apearance ; this subject is covered by the supple.raentary report 
of the Preservatives Sub-Committee on colouring matters in food, which 
we have accepted, 

37. The addition of mono sodium glutamate to sausages to enhance the 
flavour of the meat is now a fairly well established practice and in recent 
years phosphates have come into use to improve the emulsification and to 
retain the fat in the sausage on cooking. Both are fairly common ingredients 
in other foods. Their ability to improve the sausage might result in the 
consumer being misled as to the amount of meat and fat present, but 
provided there are minimum standards of meat content and limits to the 
proportions of fat, as we recommend, we do not consider it necessary to 
ban their use. 

Scope of the Standards 

38. The word “ sausage ”, originally applied only to the meat product, is 
now also used to connote shape. For this reason we cannot object to its 
use as part of the description of a product which resembles the familiar 
meat product in shape but is made from other materials, provided it is 
accompanied by the appropriate adjective, e.g., “ vegetarian sausage ”, “ fish 
sausage” or “soya sausage”. But part from these non-meat products, we 
consider that all sausages should conform to the appropriate standards ; i.e., 
65 per cent meat content for pork sausages and 50 per cent for beef sausages. 
Other meat sausages should also contain at least 50 per cent meat and 
normally be described so as to indicate the type of meat used, e.g., “ pork 
and beef sausage ”, “ mixed meat sausage ”, etc. 

39. We consider that the standards should apply to products which are 
similar to sausages in composition but not necessarily in shape, viz., sausage 
meat, skinless sausages, chipolatas and slicing sausages whether or not they 
are filled into casings or loose wrappers. 
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40. Products which are sold under a ttrade name or other description that 
does not include the word “ sausage ”, “ sausage meat ” etc as the case 
may be, but which are similar in appearance and composition to such 
products, should conform to the appropriate standard. 



41. The standards which we have recommended are intended to relate to 
uncooked products. Changes in composition take place during cooking that 
would make it inappropriate to apply the same standards to sausages in 
the cooked state. Speciality types of sausage which are ready to eat e g 
Frankfurter, liver sausage, salami, polony, black pudding, breakfast aS 
luncheon sausages are therefore excluded from the scope of the present 
recommendations. Canned sausages are heat processed although thw may 
require further cooking before they are eaten. For the time being it is 
proposed that they also be excluded. 



Catering Fstablishments 

42. The general view of the catering industry is that foods prepared by 
caterers should not be subject to statutory control. It was represented to us 
that this should apply to sausages, and that in any case there should be an 
exemption for sausages made on the catering premises at which they were 
to be sold at a meal. But we consider that whether sausages are bought 
cooked at a catering establishment or uncooked by retail the public has an 
equal right to protection. In any event, the bulk of sausages sold in catering 
establishments are either purchased from a sausage manufacturer or manu- 
factured centrally by large caterers for distribution to branches and there 
would appear to, be little practical difficulty in complying with the standard 
We therefore consider that catering sales should come within the scope of 
any statutory standards ; the standards should be enforced in respect of 
uncooked sausages etc. in the possession of catering establishments and 
intended for sale cooked as part of a meal. 



Enforcement 

43. Most of the criticism of enforcement can be met by correct sampling to 
ensure that the public analyst receives an adequate, representative sample. 
We would regard IJ Ib. sausages, of which the analyst would receive J lb. 
as the minimum size for a sample. The methods of analysis of total meat 
and of fat content are considered adequate by the Association of Public 
Analysts and have been found reliable in practice for purposes of enforce- 
ment. We are, 'however, informed that while it is possible to detect the 
presence of a second meat in a sausage, no method of analysis is yet avail- 
able whereby the amount of the second meat can be determined. 

Summary of Recommendations 

44. We recommend that regulations should be made providing for the 
following : — 

(a) A minimum standard of meat content of 65 per cent for sausages 

made wholly or mainly with pork and of 50 per cent for all other 
meat sausages (paragraph 23). 

(b) The meat content to be restricted to bacon, ham, beef, mutton. Iamb, 
veal, pork, edible offals (other than prohibited offals), poultry, game, 
rabbit, hare and venison (paragraph 28). 

(c) The proportion of fat not to exceed 50 per cent of the total meat 

content (paragraph 31). 
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{d) The standards to apply to uncooked sausages, sausage meat, skinless 
sausages, chipolatas and slicing sausages (paragraphs 39 and 41). 
(e) The sale of sub-standard sausages to be prohibited (paragraph 40). 
(/) The standard to apply to sausages etc. intended for sale by catering 
establishments (paragraph 42). 

(g) As regards the use of the descriptions “ pork sausage ” and “ beef 
sausage ”, the majority of the Committee consider that these descrip- 
tions should apply where at least four-fifths of the meat content 
consists of the named meat, but certain members of the Committee 
consider that they should only apply where the meat content con- 
sists wholly of the named meat and that suitable alternative descrip- 
tions should be found for sausages containing up to one-fifth of 
other meat (paragraphs 25-27). 

FSC/REP. 37 30th May, 1956. 



APPENDIX A 

Written statements or representations have been received from the following 
organisations: — 

*Sausage Manufacturers Association. 

♦Parliamentary Committee of the Co-operative Union 
National Association of Multiple Grocers 
♦Association of Multiple Retail Meat Traders 
♦National Federation of Meat Traders’ Associations 
National Federation of Licensed Retail Kosher Butchers and Poulterers 
♦National Federation of Grocers and Provision Dealers’ Associations 
National Association of Wholesale Suppliers to the Meat and Allied Trades 
National Committee of the Wholesale Provision Trade 
♦Small Consultative Committee of the Catering Industry 
Provision Importers’ Association 

♦Scottish Association of Sausage and Cooked Meat Manufacturers 
♦Scottish Pork Butchers’ Association 
♦Scottish Federation of Meat Traders’ Association 
City of Derry Master Butchers and Meat Trades’ Association 
Belfast Co-operative Society Ltd. 

♦British Soya Products Ltd. 

W. L. Miller and Sons Ltd. 

The Rusk Manufacturers’ Federation 

Borough of Southwark 

Metropolitan Boroughs Standing Joint Committee 
Association of Municipal Corporations 
Urban District Councils Association 
Rural District Councils Association 
County Councils Association 
Association of Sea and Air Port Health Authorities 
Scottish Counties of Cities Association 
Association of County Councils in Scotland 
Convention of Royal Burghs 
♦Association of Public Analysts 
Association of Public Analysts of Scotland 
Association of Health Committees (Northern Ireland) 

Irish Embassy 

New Zealand Trade Commissioner 
Australian Trade Commissioner 

So uth African Trade Commissioner 

* These organisations also gave oral evidence. 
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* Four months March-June, 1953. 



Table 2; Distribution of Samples by Price and Meat Content 
(a) Pork Sausages 
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* In view of the small number of samples taken at 2s. Id. per lb., these figures have been included with those selling at 2s. 2d. 



Total 

Number 

of 

Samples 


OOOOQt^cnO\iv^C'Jfn\Ot^MO\0'^Os 
cnm^i-^vo-^ootsvotntnootSfsOi-i 
cs to 1 -H »n t — 1 v -1 oo 


4,690 


TD 


Meat Content 


80 per cent, 
and 
over 




202 




75 per cent, 
to 

79 per cent. 


fnrJ On oo oo ffj rS u-» (Ti fs 
1 ^ t r-* fs , ON 


254 


§ 

(N 


70 per cent, 
to 

74 per cent. 


cn'-HOorovNO'nOtSoomOoor^y^fn 
ts i-H 1 cn cs 


1 391 


1 


o "S 

s s 

JjS b 
A a 

S $ 


oor~oe4pcSfnooO»no«sooNDr^NO 
fn cN 1— 1 t — 1 ro »n CM 

r4 


1 644 ' 


'ri 

o 


60 per cent, 
to 

64 per cent. 


'PfncSTrONr40NOOior^>-'’i-i»-jinj>i-} 
r~ cs *-H c4 f'l VN ts «o NO c>< 
CO 


1 871 


2s. Od. 


55 per cent, 
to 

59 per cent. 


Noof~-(oooNcooo*-Hr-oov-ir**oo'^ON 
fo vH fs fS NO to »n «o 
>— 1 


1 1,021 


t3 

!j2J 


50 per cent, 
to 

54 per cent. 


ON'OtO'^OONOO^ONOONVNt^’^Tt'fS 
NO ooc*Nm^'/N<-H vo»-<fnm>-H 

1—C ^ 


1 1,019 


•d 

-w- 


45 per cent, 
to 

49 per cent. 


en fS fS f'l^tSNO'or^ .Tr^NO«nTf 

1 (S C4 ON 1 i-H 


1 206 1 


T3 


44 per cent. 

1 

less 


— 'cooo ,«s-H m'NocMiS , , 

I- I" r 1 II 


00 


s 

o 


Price per lb. 






Average selling price 
per lb 


Is. 3d. and under 
Is. 4d. ... 

Is. 6d.* ... 

Is. 7d 

Is. 8d 

Is. 9d 

Is. lOd 

Is. iOid. 

Is. lid 

2s. Od 

2s. Id 

2s. 2d 

2s. 3d 

2s. 4d 

2s. 6d.* ... 

Over 2s. 6d. 
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to view of the small number of samples taken at Is. 5d. and 2s. 5d. per lb., these figures have been included with those selling at Is. 6d. and 2s. 6d. 



APPENDIX C 



ANALYSIS OF FAT CONTENT AS A PROPORTION OF THE MEAT CONTENT 
OF SAUSAGES ANALYSED BY CERTAIN PUBLIC ANALYSTS DURING 1955 



Fat as Percentage of Total Meat 



Pork Sausages (695 

samples) 
Number of samples ... 
Percentage of samples... 


20-24 


25-29 


30-34 


35-39 


40-44 


45-49 


50-54 


55-59 


60-65 


9 

1-3 


21 

3-0 


81 

11-6 


147 

21-2 


192 

27-6 


162 

23-3 


57 

8-2 


18 

2-6 


8 

1-2 


Beef Sausages (458 

samples) 
Number of samples . . . 
Percentage of samples... 


9 

2-0 


40 

8-7 


87 

19-0 


122 

26-7 


117 

25-6 


49 

10-7 


21 

4-6 


7 

1-5 


6 

1-3 
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